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Description

The proposed project would widen Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway) from ten to twelve lanes in order to provide one high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction. The project would extend from State Route 90 (Marina Freeway) to Interstate
10 (Santa Monica Freeway), in the Cities of Los Angeles and Culver City, in Los Angeles County, a distance of 6.6 kilometers
(4.1 miles). In addition, the northbound Sawtelle off-ramp will be closed and the Culver Boulevard on-ramp will be become an
off-ramp. A frontage road will be added adjacent to the southbound side, connecting Sawtelle Boulevard to Braddock Drive west
of 1-405. The project is being proposed to relieve traffic congestion by encouraging commuters to rideshare, and is one of several
such projects being considered for 1-405 to provide for a continuous HOV facility.

Construction of the proposed project is expected to require approximately three years. Construction activities would be planned
and conducted in such a manner as to reduce traffic delay as much as possible. The construction process would be managed by a
traffic control plan. Soundwalls and retaining walls would a so be constructed as part of the proposed project.

Determination

An Initia Study has been prepared by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). On the basis of this study it is
determined that the proposed action will not have a significant effect upon the environment for the following reasons:

1 The project would not substantially affect topography, seismic exposure, erosion, floodplains, wetlands or water
quality.
2. The proposed project will not significantly affect natural vegetation, sensitive, endangered or threatened plant or animal

species, or agriculture.

3. The proposed project will not significantly affect solid wastes, or the consumption of energy and natural resources.
4. The proposed project will promote improved regional air quality.
5. The proposed project will result in increased noise levels along its route, but with the addition of soundwalls, these

effects will be reduced to acceptable levels.
6. The proposed project will not significantly affect land use, public facilities or other socioeconomic features.
7. The proposed project will not significantly affect cultural resources, scenic resources, aesthetics, open space or

parklands. Landscaping will be provided to mitigate the loss of existing freeway vegetation.

Original Sgned by Ronald Kosinski for Raja Mitwasi June 19, 2000

Raja Mitwasi, Deputy Director Date
California Department of Transportation
District 7



Table of Contents

1. Purpose and Need for the Project ................ooeemceceiiiiieeeceeeeeecvereeccnes 1
g T T {4 Y [T 4o T S 1
1.2 BackgroUnd.......cccccemuriiiiiininissssesmnmnnnmmmmmimssesessssesanssssnsuenenmmrsesnmesmssssssssns 1
1.3 Purpose and Need.........cccccvirimmniiiinnnniinsscessninsssiseensssneniseeessnesnn. 1
2. Description of the Proposed Project ..........ccccceiiiiccccnnennmmemmnmmennennniinnsnaes 11
28 T 1131 o T ¥ T e ] o O 11
2.2 Existing Facility and Scope of Project...........ccccoovviinnniiimmmmmnrnnnneennns 11
2.3 Status of Other Proposals in the Project Area...........cocccerinriiicenannnn 1
2.4 Proposed Project Alternatives .......................... 11
2.5 Major Investment Study Corridor Analysis .......c.ccccuseeersnsansessnsrsansasans 17

3. Affected ENVIFONMENT .............ooeveeeeeeeeieeerreeeeeeeeie et ce s cena e 18
. 00 B {17 o o 1T T2 £ o T TR 18
3.2 TOPOGraphy......ccccceciiiecemiissssssnnissssssssimssssssnsnessssssmnnssssassessansssessssssnnsnsaas 18
3.3 Geology, Soils, Seismicity, Hydrology / Water Quality , and

Floodplain .......c.ccuniiiiinmninicnicinsnoeeneenminimmnssssssssssessssesassassssesmmmns 18
3.4 AirQuality ........cciiiiciiinieriisnrsssin s s a s e s sanan s 19
3.5 NOISE...cooeiiiriiecctiriinissennnrnsiiesnrssssenstrasssssnsnessssssmnnssrnsnassssnnssessssansannnnnnas 21
3.6 Hazardous Waste..........cceeerenmsninismmsrssssssssesmsmmenninssssssssasssssesssisssessssnssnes 21
3.7 Biological ReSources.........cccccmmeeeiiiiienmmemmeeiiiiissesmenrrrrreessssseesssnsenss 22
3.8 Land Use and Planning.........; ............................................................... 23
3.9 Social and ECONOMIC RESOUICES ........ccecuressecsrmsensssessssmsesssressesssseseans 23
3.10 Public Services and Facilities ...........ccccceirssimmemmernncciscccsninncsisnensenn 28
3.11 Cultural ReSoUrces...........ccccemiimmimmmmmmmmmssesssnnnnensssansessssssssssermmmmeeen 28

4. Environmental EValuation.................cooeeeemeuueeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeveveeeee e eeeneeas 30
4.1 INtroduction........coeememmemmmmcmmcictiiiiiieneees e eennn e s a s anannnnnanan 30
4.2 List of Technical Studies/Reports...............cceeeeiiiiiiiissssisssccsceneneanannnnns 30
4.3 Environmental Significance Checklist............cccconirririiiicnniiiicnncnenes 31

LA 405 HOV Between I-10 and SR-90 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment Page i




Table of Contents (continued)

5. Discussion of Environmental Evaluation..................cccoumeeeevuecescveeeeeeeeeeereenn, 36
5.1 PhysSical......iiiiiiininniinnnnnnsseenicssssinen s s snnsssssssnnnenn s 36
5.2 Social and ECONOMIC ..........ccoiiiininumemmemnmminminessisssssessssseenmmes 41

6. Consultation and Coordination ...................cceeceeeemeeieieeereesereeeeeeseceesisssneennnn 46
6.1 ScopiNg ProCess ........ccccveccmreisimmtiiciismmnrrsissssessesmnnissssssnssssissssssssnnnnns 46
6.2 Community MEELtiNGS .........ceeeemremrreererarensrnssnsarsmssnssnesersassssnsansansssesssnnns 48
6.3 Public Comment Period forthe IS/ EA........oeeccccrcrrerreneene 48

7. LiSt OF PrOPATEIS .........eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeteeeeetteteeesrte e sessssnnananeeesssesnsnnnssssssesaasans 50

8. DeterminNGlioN ...........ccoo.eeeeeeieeeeiiesieciseeereccvreeeesessseaeeessssseeenteeeseseessssaneeeans 51

9. Comments and RESPONSES ..........cccceeeeeeeeiereeereeeeeeeeviirainssiseeesssssseseesensasnennnn 52
9.1 Public Hearing Transcript.........ccccorciiirciiiiiiscccninncssnsssnseninnessseensnnes 61
9.2 Responses to Comments Received at Public Hearing.................... 125
9.3 Letters Received ........ccccciriiniiinceennniniinnensnissseemnssesesssmmsesmn 136

10. Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation ....................ccoeeeoevevvevceeerceieeenne 172

LA 405 HOV Between I-10 and SR-90 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment Page ii




List of Figures

Figure 1 - Location Map ........c.coveueiueeeeeucrueneeeceeieeseeeeceeeesesesesessesssesses s ses s s s esseans 2
Figure 2 - VICINIY MAP ....c.ceiimiuiririiieteteteiece e eeeee e s s s e 3
Figure 3 - Ballona Creek Watershed..............cocuoviviiieceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee oo 20
Figure 4 - Census Tracts in the PrOJECt AT€a..........ccoveeueeeeeeeeeeeeeeerereeerereeeseeeeeeeeeeeesensns 24
Figure 5 - SCOPING NOTCE .......ccovveieurieirieieeetee ettt seseee e e e seses e e ses e sn e 47
Figure 6 - Culver City News Advertisement for Informational Meeting.......................... 49

LA 405 HOV Between I-10 and SR-90 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment Page iii




List of Tables

Table 1 - Level of Service (LOS) and Equivalent V/C Ratios ...........cccovcruvvrueinincerucnnen 5
Table 2 - Current and Forecasted Annual Average Daily Traffic Volumes...................... 6
Table 3 - Congestion and Capacity SUMMATY ...........ccocevveeiriermninieninienieeeeeeeeseiens 7
Table 4 - Accident Data from TASAS Table B..........cccocevvvininininininiiiciinccnenne 9
Table 5 - LARTS Traffic Projections for Year 2020 ........c.ccccovvvviinininninininniininininnenn, 10
Table 6 - Existing and Projected LOS for Local City Streets..........cccoovvurrniviinicnnincnnencns 14
Table 7 - Study Area Demographic Variables............cocoveviininiinieninnennieneneenneneenene, 25
Table 8 - Study Area Ethnic COmMPOSItION..........ccccvviviimreetinteriniininnnnne st 26
Table 9 - Vacancy Information Among the Census Tracts in the Project Area................ 27
Table 10 - Environmental Significance Checklist ............coovvvirmniinininivnninnreinneenn, 32
Table 11 - Year 2020 Carbon Monoxide Concentration Projections ............cccoevueurenenne. 39
Table 12 - Local Air QUAlity........c.cccceeveriererinirncnieiereeseneneneerensteieseaeessssssessessssessssensanes 40

LA 405 HOV Between I-10 and SR-90 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment Page iv




Appendices

Appendix A — List Of ACTONYINS....c.cccerveririririntinreniisteseeseeetesresssesesssessesssessesseesesnsesses 186
Appendix B — Layout Sections of Ultimate Width HOV Facility (Alternative 3a)......... 189
Appendix C — Layout Sections of Ultimate Width HOV Facility with Ramp

Consolidation (AIternative 3b)........ccccevveenecieceeceereeieeeee e 208

Appendix D — Layout Sections of Ultimate Width HOV Facility with Ramp
Consolidation IT (Modified Alternative 3ab) .........cccecveveevieeciesrevreerrennens 213
Appendix E — Typical Cross Section (Alternatives 3a, 3b, and Mod. Alt. 3ab)............. 230
Appendix F — Proposed Soundwall Locations and Leq........ccccccceenerrnnenierennrinrneennnn. 232
Appendix G — California Noxious Species List.........ccccevuereerreenenniesinnineieeeireneeceeseenens 240
Appendix H — Agency CorreSpondence ............ccocvivecierereesiereesserseessesiesseesessesssssseseens 246
Appendix I — Right-of-Way ACQUISILIONS...........cccceerurrerinreninrerereereeierinenseeniercsieersessenes 263
Appendix J — Summary of Relocation Benefits Available to Displaced Parties............ 266
Appendix K — Title VI Policy Statement..............cceceeirierieieeeieeeeciceeeecieeeeee e sseenens 272
| Appendix L — Maihing List ........ccccocerueeenineninrinieninsenestre st sesseeseeseesneens 274

Note: A vertical line in the margin indicates that changes were made in the text from the
Draft Environmental Document (Initial Study / Environmental Assessment) to the Final
Environmental Document (Negative Declaration / Finding of No Significant Impact).

LA 405 HOV Between I-10 and SR-90 Initial Study/Environmental Assessment Page v




8. Determination

On the basis of this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, it is determined that the
widening of north- and south-bound 1-405 between 1-10 and SR-90 will not have a
significant effect on the environment. A Negative Declaration / Finding of No
Significant Impact will be prepared.

Original Sgned by Ronald Kosinski October 28, 1999

RONALD KOSINSKI Date
Chief, Office of Environmental Planning
Cdltrans, District 7

Original Sgned by William Reagan October 28, 1999

WILLIAM REAGAN Date
Chief, Office of Project Development A
Cdltrans, District 7
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